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A survey of state legislators was conducted in the fall of 1981 by the National Conference of 
State Legislatures (NCSL) and technical assistance was provided by the National Center for Research 
in Vocational Education. The information collected in this mail survey was provided to the National 
Center for use in the preparation of this report. The purpose of this survey was to determine state 
legislators' views about vocational education and its outcomes; their views of what vocational educa- 
tion should be doing and how it could be improved; and their perceptions about federal anci state 
rples relative to vocational education. 

Two hundred and nine NCSL members were selected for participation in the survey. One hundred 
and ten persons were members and alternates of the NCSL Education Committee and ninety-nine 
legislators were randomly selected from NCSL committee members at large to provide geographic 
representation and equivalent proportions of senators and representatives in the sample. Approxi- 
mately 45 percent of the sample responded to the survey. Data from a telephone survey of twenty- 
eight of the nonrespondents revealed no substantial differences between their opinions and those of . 
the mail survey respondents. The opinions and attitudes derived from the respondents do seem to 
reflect those of the entire population. The analyses of mail survey responses yielded the following 
findings and conclusions. 

Findings 

Perceptions about Vocational Education 

1 . Legislators see vocational education as doing an "above average" job. The most frequent 
grade awarded to both secondary and postsecondary vocational education by the legislators 
was "B." However, the percentage of "A^s given postsecondary was twice that given 
secondary vocational education. 

2. The legislators thought that vocational education was performing especially well in teaching 
job skills, increasing awareness of career opportunities and technology, and teaching good 
work habits. 



What Vocational Education Should Be Doing 

3. The areas within vocational education that legislators thought needed the greatest emphasis 
included involving employers in curriculum development and in the evaluation of vocational 
education. « 

, 4. The broader goals of economic development in the community and training for nontraditional 
occupations are in lesser need of emphasis, according to the legislators. 
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Federal and State Roles in Vocational Education 



5. Most of the respondents thought that the federal government should be involved in voca- 
tional education. 

6. Slightly more than one-half of the respondents thought that if the federal government were 
to significantly decrease funds for vocational education, the states should attempt to replace 
the difference. $ 

7. The legislators believed states should have greater flexibility and should be able to set their 
own priorities in spending federal vocational education monies. 



Conclusions 

The general views of legislators toward vocational education were positive. Vocational education 
was perceived as 'performing effectively in areas such as teaching job skills and increasing awareness 
of career opportunities. The legislators stated, however, that vocational educators should increasingly 
involve employers in vocational'education programming. The state legislators agreed that the federal 
government should have a continued role in vocational education, but that states should have greater 
control in determining how federal vocational education funds are spent. Several more specific con- 
clusions are listed as follows: 

1. Legislators need more information and knowledge about vocational education. About half 
of those surveyed were. able to identify correctly the governance structure of vocational 
education within their own state. Awareness of the governance structure may be a critical * 
component for effective policymaking. In a similar vein, legislators need more evaluative 
data concerning the general effectiveness and outcomes of vocational education. State legis- 
latures have an oversight function and vocational educators have the expertise and access to 
information to assist state legislators^ they carry out this function. Vocational educators 

. perhaps should take the initiative and ask legislators to specify their information needs. 

2. Vocational educators need to inform legislators about secondary effects of vocational educa- 
tion. For example, economic development, leadership development, and basic skills acqui- 

. sition (reading, writing, and arithmetic) are phenomena that vocational educators believe can 
be affected by vocational education. Legislators, however, did not perceive these effects as 
outcomes that have been attained to any appreciable extent, nor did they see economic 
development as one of their highest priorities within vocational education programming. 

3. The legislators did noj^pear to have strong opinions regarding the appropriate emphasis of 
employability skills versus job skills at the secondary level. Perhaps the most accurate sum- 
mation of their views is^that teaching both employability and' job skills should be maintained. 

4. Current (1976 Amendments) federal vocational education legislation program emphases and 
effectiveness indicators (e.g., services to special needs populations, job placement of gradu- 
ates) are not perceived as top goals by state-level policymakers. This incongruence between 
federal and state priorities may be problematic in the implementation of vocational education. 

5. A state-level advocacy position would emphasize continued federal funding for vocational 
education but with greater state control over these funds. ■ 

6. The state legislators indicated some definite opinions about general use of federal vocational 
education funds. However, there were less definite views regarding more specific targets for 
federal vocational education funding (e.g., economic development, training programs in new 
and developing industries, and combining education and CETA youth programs into one 
grant). 

x 
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INTRODUCTION 

This reporr presents the results of a survey assessing the attitudes of state legislators toward 
vocational education. Legislators gave their opinions about the effectiveness of vocational education 
and about preferred federal-state roles respective to vocational education. The study was completed 
through the efforts of the National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL) with this analysis and 
report provided by the National Center for Research in Vocational Education. 



1 Background 

The National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL) is the official representative of the 
count r/'s 7,500 state lawmakers. NCSL strives "to improve the quality and effectiveness of state 
legislatures; to foster interstate communication and cooperation; and to assure state legislatures a 
Strong, cohesive voice in the federal system" (NCSL 1981). * 

State legislators have an emerging legislative leadership role iri^ducation and have been taking 
the lead both in revising funding formulas and in shaping educationaf^plicies (Rosenthal 1981). 
The attention of state legislators regarding vocational education is further; heightened by the expected 
reauthorization of federal vocational education legislation. The trend toward block grants has also 
caused increased interest in vocational education (NCSL 1981). 

The attention given by states to vocational education parallels that given by ^he federal govern- 
ment whose involvement wijh vocational education dates from the 1917 eriactment.of the Smith- 
Hughes Act. By 1979 vocational programs enrolled over 17 million people nationally (Golladay and 
Wulfsbers 1981). 

» 

Clearly public vocational education and its governance are important to policymakers at; the 
state and national levels as well as to vocational education planners, administrators, and teachers. 
This study, therefore, attempts to describe state legislators' perceptions and expectations of voca- 
tional education and to outline the legislators' views of federal and state rcles respective to vocational 
education. . * 

An important function of the National Center for Research in Vocational Education is to. assem- 
ble and provide information abo'ut vocational education for national planning ancj policy develop- 
ment. One way to carry out this function has been to establish cooperative arrangements with organ- 
izations that have an interest in vocational education. These arrangements have entailed assisting in 
the surveying of their members' views of vocational education. This study conducted by NCSL is 
the result of such an agreement. - 
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Key Topics 

Several key topics provided structure to the survey of NSCL members' views of vocational 
education. The topics emerged from a review of the literature dealing with vocational education 
effectiveness and policy formulation (Darcy 1980; Farley 1979; Gallup 1981; Lewis, McElwain, and 
Fornash 1980; Lewis and Russell 1980; Mertens et al. 1980; Nunez, Puleo, and Mertens 1980; Pound 
1981; Ruff, Shy lo, and Russell 1981; Ruff 1981), Key topics include: opinions about vocational 
education; views about what vocational education should be doing and howjt could be improved; 
and perceptions of preferred federal/state roles in vocational education. 

The survey form used to<gatheY state legislators' opinions about the key topics is presented in 
the appendix. Details of the method used by NCSL to select and contact its members are presented 
in the next chapter. 
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Sample Design 

The sample for this survey consisted of 209 state legislators. Included in the sample were all 75 
current members of NCSL's education committee and 35 education committee alternate members. 
The remaining 99 persons were selected at random from NCSL committee members at large. 

NCSL committees include legislators from all the states, as appointments to NCSL committees 
are made by the legislative leadership in each state. Three states, Alaska, Hawaii, and Mississippi, 
had made no appointment to NCSL's education committee, and Tennessee had only one appointment 
in October and November 1981 when the first and follow-up survey mailings were sent to the legis- 
lators. 

«. 

The respondents were instructed to base their responses on their home state, and a staff person 
completing the questionnaire for a legislator was to respond from that legislators' viewpoint. A 
random sample of approximately 20 percent of tbe nonresponcknts were contacted by telephone 
and were asked to respond to selected survey, items. These responses were not significantly different 
from those derived from the mail survey. « 



- The Respondents 

Ninety-four individuals, or 45 percent of those receiving the survey, completed and returned it 
to NCSL Almost all of the respondents reported their title or position as either^state senator or 
representative (table 1). On the average they reported having served 7.6 years in their present position 

Mor* than half the respondents indicated they were members of the education committee in 
their state. NCSL education committee members most often but not always are on their state's 
education committee. 





TABLE 1 






Title of Person Completing the Survey by Percentage * 






(N'= 94) 






Position or Title 




Percentage 




State Senator 




45 




State Representative 




46 




Assembly person 




3 




Delegate 




1 




Staff 




4 




Missing 




1 





Table 2 gives the respondents' self-disclosed state committee membership and position across 
three committees. These committees were included because they would most likely deal with issues 
important to vocational education. The average number of years the respondents reported having 
.served on these committees was 6.5 years on the education committee, 4.7 years on the employment 
and training or labor committee, and 5.6 years on an economic development committee. 
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TABLE 2 

Committee Membership and Position by Percentage 




Percentage 


cuucoiion uomminee 


Mm f i • lit m I 

Membership (N = 94) 




Yes 


' 61 


IMO , 


38 


Missing 


1 


Position (N = 57) ' 




Chairperson 


40 


Y/ i f* P h a i r n p r q n n 
v iucui ia ii pci i 


1 1 


Ranking Member 


25 


Member 


25 


employment ex i raining or Laoor committee 




j Membership (N = 94) 
Yes 




f 22 


WO 


11 


* Missing 


1 


Position (N = 21) 




Chairperson 


14 


Vice-Chairperson 


14 


Ranking Member 


& 


Member 


62 * 


Economic Development Committee 




Membership (N = 94) , 




Yes 


27 v 


No 


68 


Missing * 


. .. 5 


Position (N = 30) 




Chairperson* 


20 


* Vice-Chairperson 


3 


Ranking Member 


7 


Member 


47 


Missing 


2.3. 
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Description of the Sample 

Respondents were asked to give their state, their house membership, and a demographic 
description of their district (table 3). The highest single percentage of respondents were from the 
southern states, were in the majority party in their house, and represented an area including^ small . 
city or town with less than 50,000 persons. 



TABLE 3 

Description of State Legislators by Percentage 




Respondents 
by Percentage 
(N = 94) 


Original Sample 
by Percentage 
(N = 209) 


Regions' Representation: , * 






Northeast 


13 


19 


South 


31/ 


34 


North Central 


29 


24 




27 


23 

CO 


Missing 


1 




nOUSe wGuiDurSQip. 




• 


Majori^ 


77 




'Mindrity 


21 


(Not 


Missing 


2 


available) 


District Description: 






In open country or farm area 






with no town larger than 10,000 


13 




In an area including a small city or town 






with less than 50,000 persons 


44 




In an area including a medium-sized city, 






over 50,000 and less than a half million 






persons 


26 


(Not 


In a suburban area, near a large city 




available) 


with over a half million persons 


11 




In a large city over a half million persons 


6 




Missing 


1 





SOURCE: The regional division of the United States was obtained from the County and City Data Book, 1977 
(U.S. Department of Commerce 1978). As noted by Rosenthal (1981), most legislators are Democrats; therefore, 
house membership with the majority most often connotes an according party affiliation. 
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, Two items vyere included in the survey to provide some indication of the respondent's familiarity 
with vocational education (Gentry 1977). The first of these items asked the respondents to indicate 
the vocational education governance structure in their state. Although differences among g'ofamwfcg 
structures are not readily distinguishable, e.g., vocational education governance may be included with 
elementary and^econdary schools or may be separate, almost 50 percent of the respondents we're 
able to correctly identify the structure within their state. As shown in table 4, both members and 
nonmembejfsof education committees were about equally divjdedjn their ability to correctly identify 
the goveri^fnce structure in their state. \^ 



TABLE 4 

Knowledge of State Vocational Education Governance Structure 
by Education Committee Membership 



Education Committee 



. Responses by Percen tage: 
Correct incorrect Missing 



Members (N = 57) 
Nonmembers (N = 36) 



49 
44 



51 
53 



0 

3 



A second item asked about respondent's involvement with vocational education legislation. 
Nearly*20 percent have often sponsored vocational education legislation. Slightly more than 20 per- 
cent reported that their priorities do not allow thern to follow vocational education legislation closely 
(table 5). 



TABLE 5 










Involvement with Vocational Education Legislation by Percentage 

(N = 94) * 




Involvement l 


Never 


Sometimes 


Often 


Missing 


I have sponsored vocational education 
legislation 


35 


45 


19 


1 


I follow closely vocational^Sucation 
legislation in my state \ 


3 


27 


70 


0 


I have contact with state and lobal 
vocational education administrators 
and/or other vocational groups 


3 

5 


36 


56 


2 


1 have other priorities that keep me from 
following vocational education legislation 
very closely 


22 


37 


26 


15 



6 

hi 
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Analysis of Data 

Analysis of the data was completed by examining the frequency of responses to each survey 
question. Cross-tabulations of responses were also completed for selected items. The findings from 
the analysis and a discussion of results are presented in the results and discussion section that 
follows. 
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ACSULTS AND DISCUSSION 



The major findings from this study are highlighted by organizing information around key 
topics. The topics concern respondents' perceptions about vocational education, including their 
views about the outcomes of vocational education, their views about what vocational education 
should be doing and how it can be improved, and their opinions concerning federal and state roles 
in directing vocational education. 

Perceptions about Vocational Education 

Respondents were asked to grade (on a scale of A, B, C, D, Fail) both high school and post- 
secondary level vocational education in their state. Although "B" was most often awarded for both 
levels, the percentage of "A"s given postsecondary was twice that given secondary education 
(figure 1). The more frequent offerings of higher level technical and skill training programs at the 
postsecondary level may to some degree account for these views. Also, a comparison of these survey 
results with those of the Gallup poll of public opinion about public schools (1981) demonstrates a 
relatively more positive view afforded by legislators toward public vocational education than by 
the general public toward public schools. 

The legislators were also requested to indicate to what extent they felt that twelve vocational 
education outcomes are attained in their state. Table 6 presents respondents' ratings of the extent 
to which these twelve outcomes were achieved. 

The outcomes that legislators felt were most evident in the list of twelve included teaching job 
skills, increasing awareness of career opportunities, increasing awareness of technology used by 
business and industry, and teaching good work habits. The outcomes legislators felt were least 
evident in the list of twelve were improving basic skills (reading, writing, and arithmetic), developing- 
leadership qualities, and reducing unemployment of minorities. 

Scores of four, three, two, and one yere assigned to the categories labeled "great extent," 
"moderate extent," "small extent," and "not at all" (table 6). These scores then corresponded to 
the legislators' responses about the attainment of the individual outcomes listed. An overall score 
for the attainment of these outcomes was computed by adding the individual scores. There was an 
inverse relationship between grades awarded secondary vocational education and the overall score 
computed across all possible outcomes. This relationship was contrary to that expected. However, 
there is some reservation about combining the variety of outcomes into a single unit represented by 
a composite score. . v 

Another relationship was noted between grades awarded secondary vocational education and 
house membership. The minority party members graded secondary vocational education less favor- 
ably, giving proportionately more Cs. The majority party members awarded comparatively more Bs. 
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FIGURE 1 

GRADING OF VOCATIONAL EDUCATION BY PERCENTAGE 




B 



Fail 



, (0) 



No 
Opinion 



(2) 
(2) 



(27) 




10 20 30 40 

Legislators' grades for secondary level 

Legislators' grades for postsecondary level 

Gallup public opinion poll grades for public school 



(48) 
(49) 



~50 



10 
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TABLE 6 

o Legislators' Perceptions of the Degree to Which 

Possible Vocational Education Outcomes are Attained by Percentage 

(N = 94) 



Possible Outcome 


Great 
Extent 


Moderate 
Extent 


Small 
Extent , 


Not at 
all 


Missh 


Teaches job skills 


39 


50 


\ 10 


0 


1 


Increases awareness of 
career opportunities 


34 


53 


g 


2 


i 2 


Increases awareness. of 
technology used by 
business and industry . 


29 


56 


.12 


1 


2 


TparhM annH wnrk hahit*; 


21 




if? 


9 


A 


Reduces unemployment 


18 


60 


19 


1 


2 


Provides for retraining 

IUI dUUIl WUlKCIO 


1 7 




oz 




O 
O 


Improves training oppor- 
tunities for handicapped 


16 


54 . 


24 


2 


3 


Decreases the dropout rate 


14 


54 


29 


1 


2 


Encourages economic 
development 


13 


49 


31 


5 


2 


Reduces unemployment 
of minorities 


12 


36 


40 


6 


; 5 


Improves basic skills (reading, 
writing, arithmetic) 


* 9 


37 


47 


3 


4 


Develops leadership qualities 


6 


45 


41 


4 


3 



Overall the legislators appear to believe vocational education is doing a good job, slightly 
favoring the postsecondary level. Vocational education outcomes that the legislators think are more 
evident are in the areas of-teaching about jobs and other aspects of work such as required work 
habits, career opportunities, and technology utilization. 

What Vocational Education Should Be Doing 

The legislators were asked for their recommendations about future efforts in fourteen different 
areas that might be addressed by vocational education programming. , As shown in table 7, the areas 
receiving the most support for increased efforts among the list of fourteen included involving 
employers in the evaluation of vocational education programs and involving employers in the devel- 
opment of vocational education curriculum. The legislators supported to a lesser degree teaching 
about fundamental technologies and providing work experience at the secondary level. Additional 
recommendations were directed toward providing training programs in high technology occupations, 
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. developing students' basic skills (reading, writing, arithmetic) and providing funding to keep 
vocational programs current with changing technology. The areas receiving the least support for 
increased efforts among the Ijst of fourteen were training in rtontraditional occupations, using 
public vocational education funds for training/retraining of employees at the job Site, and support- 
ing economic development in the community. These results should not be interpreted as meaning 





TABLE 7 






1 




Legislators' Recommendations for Vocational 
Education Programming by. Percentage 
(N = 94) 






Programming Areas 


Increase 
Effort 


Maintain 
Current 
Effort 


Decrease 
Effort 


No 
Opinion 


Missing 


involving employers in trie-evaluation of 
vocational education programs 


69 


■ 24 


0 


3 


3 


1 nvolving employers in the development 
of vocational education curriculum 


67 


28 


0 


3 


2 


Teaching secondary level students about 
fundamental technologies used by 
business and industry 


61 


32- 


0 


4 


3 


Providing work experience as part of 
secondary vocational education students' 
training 


61 


32 


1 


4 


2 


Providing training programs in high 
technology occupations 


61 


25 


1 


10 


3 f> 


Developing students' basic skills 
(reading, writing, arithmetic) 


60 


32 " 


1 


4 


2 


Providing funds to keep vocational 

oHi i^o^Ir^n nrnnramc currant lA/Ith 

changing technology 


59 


32 


1 


4 


4 


Teaching at the secondary level 
how to get and hold a job 


'57 


34 


0 


6 


2 


Teaching technical and manual job 
skills at the secondary level 


55 


38 


1 


3 


2 


Teaching technical and manual job 
skills at the postsecondary level 


53 


37 


2 


5 


2 


Assisting vocational education students 
to find jobs 


52 


40 


0 


5 


2 


• Supporting economic development 
in thre community 


46 


.41 


2 


7 


3 


Using public vocational education funds 
for training/retraining of employees 
at the job sites 


41 


39 


4 


12 


3 


Training females in male occupations, 
and vice versa 


34 


45 


5 


13 


2 
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the respondents do not endorse these activities. These ratings simply mean that some areas have 
higher priority than. others for increased effort. 

Few legislators advocated decreased effort in any area; most recommended increased effort or 
maintenancjj-of current effort. A direct positive relationship wks noted between education 'com- 
mittee membership and legislators' recommendations for increased efforts to support economic 
development in the community. 

These findings suggest that legislators thought employers should be more involved in the 
planning and evaluation of vocational education and that perhaps more of the "employability" 
aspects of vocational education should be emphasized. Fewer legislators thought that the broader 
goals of economic development and training in nontraditional occupations need greater emphasis 
within vocational education programming. 



Federal and State Roles in Vocational Education 

The issue of appropriate federal and state roles in regard to vocational education has been of 
increasing interest to legislators in recent years. The survey explored various aspects of financing 
and goal setting for vocational education and the relationship between federal and state authority. 

A first, general question dealt with opinions about possible decreases in federal funds for 
vocational education. Specifically, the legislator? were asked whether states should increase their" 
funding sufficiently to replace any federal cut. More than half the respondents favored such action 
and nearly one-fifth disagreed. Almost one-quarter of the respondents were uncertain of their views 
on this issue (figure 2). The uncertains tended to be chairpersons or vice-chairpersons on the educa- 
tion committee. Persons responding affirmatively to this question tended to view secondary vocational 
education more favorably than those who disagreed or who were uncertain. 

The next question concerned the legitimacy of the federal government's role in public vocational 
education and showed more than 75 percent affirmation of a legitimate federal role (figure 3). Those 
opposed on this issue, about 10 percent, v/ere instructed to skip the remaining questions. 

The remaining questions requested the legislators to indicate their views on how the federal 
and state governments might interact in establishing policy for vocational education. Those questions 
eliciting the greatest agreement included allowing states more flexibility in the ways they may use 
federal vocational education funds, allowing the states to set their own priorities for spending federal 
vocational education funds, and having federal reporting requirements apply only to federally-funded 
programs (table 8). In addition, the legislators disagreed substantially (69 percent) to having the 
federal government set the overall goals for vocational education at all levels. Least agreement was 
with the targeting of federal vocational education funds solely on special needs groups and with using 
these funds only for improving or expanding rather than maintaining vocational education programs. 

To summarize this group of responses, most state legislators thought the federal government 
should participate in the funding of vocational education. Most legislators said that states (or locals) 
should have greater say over priorities and spending. They also suggested that federal vocational 
education funds should be used for maintaining programs. There was a division of opinion about 
targeting federal vocational education funds on economic development or developing specific occu- 
pational training in new and emerging industries. Opinions about combining funding for vocational 
education and CETA youth programs were also divided. 
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FIGURE 2 

STATES SHOULD INCREASE FUNDING TO REPLACE A FEDERAL 
VOCATIONAL EDUCATION FUND DECREASE BY PERCENTAGE 
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FIGURE 3 

THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT HAS A LEGITIMATE ROLE 
. IN VOCATIONAL EDUCATION BY PERCENTAGE 
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TABLE 8 










Views on the Federal Government's Role 
in Vocational Education by Percentage 

(N = 83). 






Federal Role 




Agree 


Disagree 


Uncertain 


Missing 


The federal government should allow states more 
flexibility in the ways they may use federal 
vocational education funds 




75 


2 


6 


17 


The federal government should allow states to 
set their own priorities for spending federal - 
vocational education funds 




71 


5 


8 


16 


Federal reporting requirements should apply 
only to federally funded programs 


• 


58 


17 


8 


17 


The federal government should set the overall 
goals for vocational education at all levels 




/ 


by 


8 


16 


The federal government should require compre- 
hensive vocational education planning (e.g., 
program coordination between student needs 
and available jobs) 




42 


30 


10 


18 


Federal funding for vocational education and 
CETA youth programs should be combined 
into one grant 




28 


33 


23 


17 


Federal vocational education funds should be 
targeted at developing specific occupational 
training in new and developing industries 




23 


37 


22 


18 


Federal vocational education funds should be 
targeted on economic development 




22 


37 


24 


17 


Federal vocational education funds should be 
used only for improving or expanding 
vocational education programs, not for 
maintaining programs 




7 


64 


12 


17 


Federal vocationaf education funds should be 
targeted solely on special needs groups 
(handicapped, disadvantaged) 




2 


72 


10 


16 



s 



Summary 

Thia*study has described some aspects of state legislators' views of vocationV education. The 
information will be used to assist policymakers and administrators in their planning as well as to help 
them outline future directions for and relationships with vocational education. 
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NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF STATE LEGISLATURES 

SURVEY OF LEGISLATORS 1 OPINIONS 
ABOUT VOCATIONAL EDUCATION 



INSTRUCTIONS: 

Please help us by completing this survey form about public 
vocational education, which should take about 15 minutes 
of your time. Legislators should base their responses on • 
their home state. A staff person completing the question- 
naire for a legislator should respond from that legislator's 
viewpoint. Your responses do not commit you to any 
future activities. Return the form in the enclosed envelope 
to the National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL) 
as soon as possible. The identity of respondents will be 
strictly confidential. 

We appreciate your assistance. 
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A. BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Referring Jo the person completing the survey form: 
1. Your name: 



2. Your present title or position: (check one) 

(1) □ State Senator (4) □ Delegate 

(2) □ State Representative (5) □ Staff m ; > 

(3) ■ □ Assemblyperson 

If staff, please indicate fob title: 

Please indicate legislative body: 

Referring to the legislator to whom thp survey form was addressed: 

3. State: 



4. Your membership in your house is with: (check one) • 

( 1 ) □ the majority (2) □ the minority 

5. How many years have you served in your present position? 

6. Check the category below which best describes your district: 

( 1 ) □ In open country or farm area with no town larger than 10,000. 

(2) □ In an area including a'small city or town with less than 50,000 persons. 

(3) □ In an area including a medium sized city, over 50,000 and less than 

a half million persons. 

(4) □ In a suburban area, near a large city with over a half mi/lion persons. 

(5) □ In a large city over a half million persons. 

w 7. Are you on the education committee in your state? 

( 1 ) □ Yes. How many years? 

(2) □ No. If no, go to question 9. 

8. What is your current position on the educatipn committee? 

(1) □ Chairperson (3) □ Ranking Member 

(2) □ Vice-Chairperson (4) D Member 

9. Are you on a committee that deals with employment and training orjabor? 

(1) □ Yes. How many years? * 

(2) □ No. If no, go to question 1 1. 

10. What is your current position on this employment and training or labor committee? 

(1) □ Chairperson (3) □ Ranking Member 

( 2) □ Vice-Chairperson (4) □ Membdc^ 
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1 1 . Are you on a committee that deals with economic development (e.g., urban or rural 

development, or business concerns)? • / 

* - J 

(1) □ Yes. How many years? ( *' 



Name of committee 



1 2) D No. If no, go to question 13. . 

12. What is your'current position on this economic development committee? 

(1) □ Chairperson m . (3) □ Ranking Member 

(2) □ Vice-Chairperson • (4) □ Member 

13. What three industries contribute most to the economy of your state (e.g., manufacturing, 
tourism, agriculture, etc.)? 

/ __y 



14. What are the major developing industries in your state (e.g., tourism, high technology, 
mining, etc.)? 

/ / . 



^15. What is the vocational education governance structure in your state? 

( 1 ) □ One agency for all levels o f education. 

(2) □ An agency for elementary and secondary schools, including vocational education; 

and a state coordinating or governing agency for higher education. 

(3) □ An agency for elemen tary and secondary schools; an agency for vocational 

education; and a state coordinating or governing agency for higher education. 

(4) □ An agency for elementary and secondary schools, including vocational education; 

and governing boards for individual institutions of higher education with no 

statewide governing agency, 
m 

(5) □ Other. Specify: 



(6) □ Uncertain. 

16. Considering vocational education legislation: (check one response per question) 

Never Sometimes Often 

( 1 ) / have sponsored voca tional q - q-j q 
education legislation. 

(2) / follow closely vocational q q * • □ 
education legislation in my state. 

(3) / have contact with state and local t • 1 
vocational education 'administrators □ □ □ 



and/or other vocational groups. ^ 

I have other priorities which keep 
me from following vocational edi 
education legislation very closely. 



(4) / have other priorities which keep 

me from following vocational edu- □ - □ □ 
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HOW WELL IS VOCATIONAL EDUCATION WORKING IN YOUR STATE? 



17. Vocational education may produce many positive outcomes. Indicate to what extent vocational 
education in your state produces the listed outcomes. 9 







• Great Moderate 
Extent Extent 


Small 
Extent 


Not at 

all 


(1) 


Reduces unemployment 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ - 


(2) 


Reduces unemployment of minorities 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


13) 


Improves training opportunities 
for handicapped 


□ 


; — i 


□ 




(4) 


Improves basic ski/Is (reading, 
writing, arithmetic) 




□ 




□ 


(5) 


Teaches good work habits 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


(6) 


Increases awareness of career 
opportunities 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


(7) 


Increases awareness of technology 
^jsed by busin ^ ind industry 9 


□ 


□ 




l_J 


(8) 


Provide? for retraining for 
adult workers 




□ 


□ 


□ 


(9) 


Teaches job skills 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


0 0) Encourages econqmicVqvetopment 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


(11) 


Develops leadership qualities 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


(12) 


Decreases the dropout rate 




□ 


□ 


• □ c 


(13) 


Other. Specify: 









•18. Students often are given,the grades A, B, C, D, and F (Fail) to denote the quality of their work. 
Suppose secondary vocational education in your state were graded in the sarpe way. What 
grade would you give secondary vocational education? (check one) 



(1) □ A 

(2) '□ B 

(3) □ C 



(4) •□ D 

(5) □ F (Fail) 

(6) □ No opinion 



19. What grade would you award post-secondary vocational education in your state? (check one) 



(1) □ A 

(2) □ B 

(3) □ C 



(4) □ D 

(5) □ F (Fail) 

(6) □ No opinion 
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C. HOW CAN VOCATIONAL EDUCATION BE IMPROVED? 



20. Efforts could be increased in different areas within vocational education. What would you 
recommend? (Check one response per question*) 



Maintain 

Increase Current Decrease No 
Effort Effort Effort Opinion 



( 1 ) Teaching at the secondary level how to get 
and hold a job 

(2) Teaching technical and manual job skills 
at secondary level. 

(3) Teaching technical and manual job skills 
at the post-secondary level. 

* (4) Training/retraining for adults. 

(5) Training females in male occupations, 
and vice-versa. 

( 6) Assisting vo cation al education s tuden ts 
to find fobs. 

(7) Using public vocational education funds 
for training /retraining of employees v 
at the job sites. 

(8) Involving employers in the development 
of vocational education curriculum. 

(9) Involving employers in the evaluation of 
vocational education pfograms. 

( 1 0) Developing students ' basic skills (reading, 
writing, arithmetic). 

(11) Providing work experience as a part of 
secondary vocational education students' 
training. 

( 1 2) Teaching secondary level students about 
fundamental technologies used by business 
and industry. 

(13) Providing funds to keep vocational 
education programs current with changing 
technology. 

(14) Supporting economic development in the 
community. 

( 1 5) Providing training programs in high 
technology occupations. 



□ 
□ 
□ 

□ 
□ 

□ 

□ 
□ 
□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 
□ 



□ 
□ 
□ 

□ 
□ 

□ 

□ 
□ 
□ 

□ 
□ 

□ 

□ 
□ 



□ 
□ 
□ 

□ 
□ 

□ 

□ 
□ 
□ 

□ 
□ 

□ 

□ 
□ 



□ 
□ 

□ 
□ 

□ 

□ 
□ 
□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 
□ 

b 
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* This item was excluded from the data analysis because a printing 
error on the survey form resulted in a large proportien*,£).fc^ 
non response. 
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D. FEDERAL ROLE IN VOCATIONAL EDUCATION 



21. For each of the following statements about the federal role in vocational education, indicate 



whether you agree, disagree, or are undecided. 



( 1 ) If federal funds for vocational education end or decrease 
drastically, states should increase their funding sufficiently 
to replace the federal cut. 

(2) The federal government has no legitimate role in 
vocational education. 



Agree 
□ 

□ 



If you agreed with number (2) above, you may skip the remaining questions. 



(3) - The federal government should allow states more flexibility 
in the ways they may use federal vocational education funds. 

(4) Federal vocational education funds should be targeted on 
economic development. 

(5) The fedeml government should allow states to set their own 
priorities forspending federal vocational education funds. 

(6) Federal vocational education funds should be targeted solely 
on special need groups (handicapped, disadvantaged). 

(7) The feder al govern ment should set the overall goals for 
vocatic ".a I education at alllevelsT 

(8) Federal vocational education funds should be used only for 
improving or expanding vocational education programs, not 
for main taining programs. 

(9) Federal reporting requirements should apply only to 
federally funded programs. 

(10) The federal government should require comprehensive 
vocational education planning (e.g., program coordination . 
between s tuden t needs and a vai table jobs). 

(11) Federal vocational education funds should be targeted at 
developing specific occupational training in new and 
developing industries. 

(12) Federal funding for vocational education and CETA youth 
programs should be combined into one grant. 



□ 

□ 
□ 
□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 
□ 



Disagree Uncertain 
□ 



□ 

□ 
□ 
□ 
□ 
□ 

□ 

□ 
□ 



□ 
□ 

□ 
□ 
□ 
□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 
□ 



Thank you very much for your cooperation. 
Please return this survey to the National Conference of State Legislatures in the envelope provided. 
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